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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the 15th May, 1997 

O.N. 117.-—In pursuance of Section 106 of 
the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
(43 of 1951), the Election Commission here¬ 
by publishes the judgement dated 17th & 22nd 
October, 1996 of the High Court of judicature 
at Mumbai in Election Petition No. 1 of 1956 
by Shri Anant Vaman Tare challeng¬ 
ing the election of Shri Abdul Rehman 
Gafur to the Lok Sabha from 3-Kulaba Parlia¬ 
mentary Constituency. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 
AT BOMBAY 

ORDINARY ORIGINAU CIVIL 
JURISDICTION 

CHAMBER SUMMON NO 880 OF 1996 
IN 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 1 OF 1996 

Sliri An ant Waman Tare, 

Adult, Indian Inhabitant 
Residing at 3|4, Bhagyalaxmi, 

Building, shrirang Society, 

Thane, .District-Thane. Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Ehri Abdul Rehman Abdul Gaifur 
Antulay, Adult. Indian 
Inhabitant, residing at and post 
Amber, Taluka Mhasale, 

District—Raigad. 

2. Shri Raghunath Rathod, 

Returning Officer, 

3, Kulaba Parliamentary 
Constituency, 

District Raigad, having his 
office at Collector’s Office, 
District-Raigad. . Respondents. 

Mr. V. R. Manohar with Mr. R. S. Desai 
with Mr. Vishwajeet Sawant i|b Mjs. 
Desai & Diwanji for Respondent No. 

1 in support. 

Mr. J. B. Chinai with Mr. B. D. Joshi 
lor the Petitioner to show cause. 

CORAM : K. S. SHAH, J. 

DeCd : 17th & 22nd October, 1996 

ORAL JUDGMENT : 

J. This Chamber Summons has been taken 
out by the Respondent in the Main Election 
Petition viz. Returned Candidate who has been 
declared elected as a Member of the Parlia¬ 
ment from Constituency No. 3 Kulaba, Par¬ 
liamentary Constituency. District - Raigad. 
The election petitioner has challenged the elec¬ 
tion of the respondent on the grounds contem¬ 
plated by Section 100(d) (iii) and (iv) of the 
Representation of the People Acts, !95( ffor 
short “the Act”). 


2. On the Election Petition being filed, sum¬ 
mons was ordered to be served to the Respon¬ 
dent, and was accordingly served. Along with 
the summons, a copy of the election petition 
has been served to the respondent. The respon¬ 
dent by this chamber summons prays for the 
rejection of the Election Petition, contending 
that the copy of the Election Petition, which 
hs been served to him, is not a true copy of 
the original election petition, and therefore, 
there is infringement of Section 81(3) of the 
Act, the consequences of which should be the 
rejection of the Election Petition under Sec¬ 
tion 86(1) of the Act. 


3. It was not in dispuie before the court 
that, in the petition, the election petitioner has 
not alleged any corrupt practice, within the 
meaning of that expression- as used in .Section 
123 of the Act, against the Respondent or his 
Election Agent or any other person, who acted 
with the consent of the Respondent or his Elec¬ 
tion Agent. Mr. Manohar, the learned coun¬ 
sel for the Respondent, who argued the Cham¬ 
ber Summon of length, fairly conceded that in 
view of the aforesaid fact, it was not strictly 
necessary for the Election Petitioner to have 
filed, along with the Election Petition, an affi¬ 
davit contemplated by the proviso appearing 
at the end of Sub-section 1 of Section 83 of the 
Act. However, Mr. Manohar very strenuously 
contended that, as a matter of fact, in the pre¬ 
sent Election Petition, the Election Petitioner 
has filed an affidavit, and therefore, even tho¬ 
ugh the Election Petitioner was not required 
to file such an affidavit, once, such an affidavit 
had been filed, it would form the integral part 
of the election petition, and as the copy of that 
affidavit which has been served to the respon¬ 
dent, along with the copy of the election peti¬ 
tion, is not a true copy of the original affidavit, 
the Petition suffers from the infringement of 
Section 81(3) of the Act, and is liable to be 
dismissed under Section 86(1) of the Act. 
Apart from this, it was also contended on be¬ 
half of the Respondent that, even otherwise, 
the copy of the Election Petition, which has 
been served to the Respondent is not a true 
copy of the original Election petition, and 
therefore, also the Election Petitioner is liable 
to be dismissed under section 36(1) of the act 
for the infringement of Section 81(3) of the 
Act. 
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4. it was also contended by Mr. Manohar, 
the learned counsel for the Rr. yunJeid that 
under Section 83 of the Act, the election Peti¬ 
tion is required to contain a concise statement 
of material facts on which the election petitio¬ 
ner relics. According to Mr. Manohar, there¬ 
fore, the concise statement of material facts 
which has been annexed to the election petition 
would become the integral part of the election 
petition, and that concise statement is also 
under clause (c) of Section 83 of the Act, re¬ 
quired to be signed by the election petitioner 
and verified in the manner laid down in the 
Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 for verification 
of the pleadings. In the present case, submit¬ 
ted, Mr. Manohar, the concise statement of 
material facts, on which the Petitioner relies, 
has been filed at pages 70 to 75 of the election 
petition. However, that concise statement, 
though it purports to have been signed by the 
election petitioner, has not been verified in the 
manner laid down in the Code of Civil Pro¬ 
cedure, 1908 for verification of the pleadings, 
and therefore, the copy of the election petition, 
which has been served to the respondent, and 
winch includes a copy of the concise statement 
of material facts, is not the copy of the con¬ 
cise statement of material facts which is in 
conformity with the provisions of Section 
83(c) of the Act, and therefore, also the elec¬ 
tion petition is liable to be rejected in limine. 

5 . On behalf of the Election Petitioner, the 
Chamber Summons has been opposed. 

6. I have heard the learned counsel for the 
parties to this Chamber Summons. 

7. The election petition proper (withuout 
the annexures, etc.) in the present case consists 
of pages 1 to 20 of the compilation of the Peti¬ 
tion. At page 20 of the copilation of the elec¬ 
tion petition, the election petitioner has verifi¬ 
ed the election petition as per the requirements 
of Section 83(c) of the Act. Rule 15 of Order 
VI of the Code of Civil Procedure, deals with 
the verification of pleadings, as follows :— 

“15. Verification of pleadings.—(1) Save 
as otherwise provided by any law 
for the time being in force, every 
pleading shall be verified at the foot 
by the party or by one of the parties 
pleading or by some other person 
proved to the satisfaction of the 


Court to be acquainted with the 
facts of the case. 

(2) The persons verifying shall specify, 
by reference to the numbered para¬ 
graphs of the pleading, what he veri¬ 
fies of lfis own knowledge and what 
he verifies upon information receiv¬ 
ed and believed to be true. 

(3) The verification shall be signed by 
the person making it and shall state 
the date on which and the place at 
wMch it was signed.” 

8. To the ajforesaid Rule 15 by way of 
Bombay High Court Amendment, at the end 
of sub-rule (1), the following proviso has been 
added with effect from October 1, 1983 : 

“Provided that in respect or pleadings to 
be filed in the Bombay City Civil 
Court such verification shall, wilhin 
the local jurisdiction of the Court, 
be made before one of the officers of 
the said Court empowered to admi¬ 
nister oath, and elsewhere, before 
any officer mentioned in 139 Code of 
Civil Procedure, 1908.” 

9. Thus, by sub-rule (1) of Rule 15, plead¬ 
ings are required to be verified at the foot by 
the party or by one of the parties pleadings or 
by some other person proved to the satisfac¬ 
tion of the Court to be acquainted with the 
facts 0 )f the case. By virtue of the High Court 
Amendment, insofar as is relevant, it is further 
provided that in respect of the pleadings to 
be filed in’ any court other than the Bombay 
City Civil Court, the verification contemplated 
by sub-rule (1) of Rule 15 is required to be 
made before any officer mentioned under Sec¬ 
tion 139 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908. 
Sub-rule (2) of Rule 15 provides that the per¬ 
son verifying shall specify, by reference to the 
numbered paragraphs of the pleading what 
he verifies of Ms own knowledge and what 
he verifies upon information received and be¬ 
lieved to be true. Sub-rule (3) of Rule 15 
postulates that the verification shall be signed 
by the person making it and shall stale ' the 
date on wMch and the place at which it was 
signed. 

Section 139 of the Code of Civil procedure 
enumerates the authorities and the officers who 
may administer the oath to the deponant who 



[Part IbHfco.' 3(ffi)J 


436 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; JUNE 28, 1997/ASADHA 7, 1919 


wants to swear an affidavit under the Code of 
Civil Procedure. 

Thus, it becomes clelar that by virtue of Section 
83 of the Act, an election edition is required to be 
signed by the election petitioner and verified in the 
manner laid down in the Code ol' Civil Procedure 
for verification of pleadings. Section 83 of the Act 
also provide that an election petition shall conta.n a 
concise statement of material facts on which the 
Petitioner relies. In the present case, the election 
petitioner has filed such a concise statement which 
is to be found at pages 70 to 75 of the compliation 
of the election petition. At the foot of that concise 
statement, there appears the signature of the Elec¬ 
tion Petitioner. It appears that the concise state¬ 
ment was originally signed by the petitioner on June 
21, 1996. However, lhat date has subsequently 
been changed to June 24, 1966. By the side of the 
signature of the Petitioner at page 75 of the comr 
puation of the election' petition, the following en¬ 
dorsement appears. 

“Solemnly affirmed at Mumbai this 24th day 
of June, 1996)” 

Below that endorsement, a'pocars the signature of 
Mr. Joshi, the learned Advocate for the Petitioner. 
On the tight hand side, below that, appears the 
following endorsement, 

"Before me, 

M. R. Bangle. 

24-6-1996. 

Associate, 

High Court, O. S., 

Bombay”. 

10. So far as the election petition proper is. con¬ 
cerned at page 19 of the compilation of the elec¬ 
tion petition, appeals the signature of the election 
petitioner and tire signature of the learned Advocate 
Mr. Joshi. On page 20 of die compilation of the 
election petition, as said above, there is the verifica¬ 
tion made by the Petitioner as required to be done 
under Section 83(c) of the Act lead with the pro¬ 
visions of Rule 15 of the Order VI of the Code of 
Civil Procedure. Below that verification, on the 
side, there is an endorsement which reads as follows: 

“Solemnly declared at Mumbai (this, 21st day 
of June, 1996)” 

By die side of the endorsement, there appears the 
signature of ihe Petitioner. The endorsement and 
signature are below the verification as referred to 
above. Below the aforesaid endorsement, there is a 
signature of Mr. Joshi, the learned Advocate for the 
Petitioner. Slightly below, on the right hand side of 
the signature of Mr. Joshi, there is a following en¬ 
dorsement : 

“Before me, 

M. R. Bangle. 

21-6-1996, 

Associate, 

O. S. High Court, Bombay’', 


11. Now, if wc compare the verification at the 
foot of the election petition proper i.e. at page 20 of 
the compliation of the election petition with what 
appears at the foot of the concise statement on page 
75, we find marked difference, inasmuch as, that, 
while at page 20, we find the verification as required 
to be made under Section 83(c) of the Act read 
with Rule 15 of Order VI of the Code of Civil Pro¬ 
cedure, no such verification is to be found; at the 
foot of or below the concise statement of matena! 
facts which starts at page 70 and ends at page 75 
of the compilation of the election Petition. 

J2. Based on this essential difference, andi the 
omission of the verification as per the requirements 
of Section 83(c) of the Act read with Rule 15 of 
Order VI of the Code of Civil procedure, Mr. 
Manohar, the learned counsel lor Respondent No. 1 
submitted that as the concise statement is an integral 
part of the election petition, it is required to be 
verified in the manner provided for the verification 
in pleading? in the Code of Civil procedure. The 
same,, in -the present, case, has not b.^ n verified, by 
the election petitioner, and therefore, the copy thereof 
which, has been served to the Respondent, along with 
the other papers of the election petition, cannpt be 
said to be a copy of the concise statement which, has 
to be in conformity with Section 83 of the Act, and 
therefore, the Election Petition is liable to be reject¬ 
ed in limine. 

13. It was. -also the contention of Mr. Mandbar 
that the copy of the ejection petition served to Ihe 
respondent is. not a true copy of the original election 
petition which has been filed in the Court, inasmuch 
as- at three places i.e. pages 20, 75 and 77, though, 
in the original election petition, as now the respon¬ 
dent finds, -there is an endorsement purportedly made 
by the Associate, High Court, O. S. Bomoay in 
token of the Petitioner having signed those pages in 
her presence, and though those endorsements have 
also been purported to have been dated by the Asso¬ 
ciate. O.S., High Court, Bombay, in the copy of the 
election petition served to the respondent, neither the 
signature nor the name of the Associate has been 
mentioned nor has been mentioned the date on which 
the Associate purported to have made those endorse¬ 
ments- Therefore, submitted Mr. Manohar, the 
copy of the election petition which has been served 
to the respondent is not a true copy of the original 
election petition, and therefore, there is an infringe¬ 
ment of Section 83(1) of the Act which would entail 
the dismissal of the election petition at the threshold 
under Section 86(1) of the Act. 

14. It is seen on a bare perusal of the electlific 
petition that on all three pages i.e. 20, 75 and 77, 
there is an almost identical endorsement which reads 
as follows : 

“Before me, 

M. R. Bangle, 

21-6-96 

Associate, 

O.S., High Court, Bombay.” 

except that at page 75 the date is 24-6-96 instead 
of 21-6-96. 
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15, It appears that, as required by the rules, the 
respondent has been served with two copies of the 
election petition. One sems to have been served per¬ 
sonally through the Court machinery, and the second 
hrough the registered post A.D. Both those copies have 
been produced by the respondent before this Court. 
One has been produced by him along with his affidavit 
in support of the Chamber Summons, and the other 
has been produced along with the affidavit of Mr, I, C, 
Patel, which has been subsequently filed in the Court. 
It is not in dispute that these are the copies of the 
election petition which have been served upon the 
respondent. It is not also in dispute that these are 
the copies of the election petition supplied by the 
dection Petitioner for being served to the respondent. 
Insofar as the omissions, deficiencies and mistakes 
which are sought to be highlighted by the respondent 
for requesting that the election petition should be re¬ 
jected under the provisions of Scciton 860(1) of the 
Act, both the copies are identical. I would, therefore, 
only refer to one of them viz- the one produced by 
the respondent along with his affidavit in support of 
the chamber summons. Tn that copv at pane 20, 
houeh all other parts have been copied probably by 
means of a zenox machine, the last endorsement in the 
original purporting to have been made b\ the Asso¬ 
ciate is not the exact conv of that endorsement, so 
: ar as the conv of the election petition is ennrerned. 
At all relevant nn»es he. panes 20. 75 and 77. the 
aosition te identical It is upon (b conv of this endorse¬ 
ment of the Associate that Mr. Mminbar. the learned 
counsel for the Respondent verv heavilv relied and 
submitted that so far as the conv of the election 
petition is concerned. ; f does not reflect, the endorse¬ 
ment purported to have been made bv the Associate 
an the orioirml corretiv and exnrtlv. and therefore. 
q,ere, is an infringement of Section 91 f3? of the Act. 
?n far as the. conv of the election rvHilion is concerned, 
that enforcement apnearq at all three relevant places 
i.e. pages 20, 75, and 77. as follows: 

"Before me, 

Sd.|- ‘ 
Assoc’atc, 
0.5. High Court, Bombay.” 

16. Mr. Manohar, the learned counsel for the 
tespondent submitted that on all these relevant pages 
a the copy of the election petition served to the Res- 
'ondent, we do not find reflection of the sigature of 
tie Associate, and we also do not find the dae, on 
ffiich the Associate purported to have made that 
ndorsement in the original, though in the original, 
tie date has been mentioned. Mr. Manohar therefore, 
rgued that the respondent would not be in a position 
o ascertain whether, as a matter of fact, these 
ndorsements had been signed by the Associate, O.S., 
ligh Court, Bombay, and if they were so signed, on 
drat date. According to Mr. Manohar, the respon- 
ent would not also be in a position to ascertain 
whether the person, who purported to sign this 
ndorsement really, was the very person having the 
uthority to administer an oath to the deponant. There- 
orc, in the submission of Mr. Manohar, not only that 
fie copy of the election petition served to the respon- 
tent is not a true copy, but also, the fact that it is 
Lot a true copy has misled the respondent or has 


caused prejudice to the respondent, and therefore, the 
doctrine of substantial compliance which is sought to 
be invoked by the petition can have no application. 
At pages 76 and 77 of the compilation of the election 
petition is the affidavit of the petitioner. That affi¬ 
davit is captioned thus : 

“AFFIDAVIT (FORM 25, SEE RULE 94-A)" 

Mr. Manohar, the learned counsel for the respon¬ 
dent submitted that though in the present ease, it was 
not strictly necessary for the Petitioner to have filed 
an affidavit like the one which has been filed at pages 
76 and 77 of the compilation of the election petition, 
for the reason that no corrupt practices within that 
expression, as used under Section 123 of the Act, has 
been alleged to have been committed either by the 
respondent or by his election agent or by any other 
person with the consent the resspondent or his election 
agent, however, as a matter of fact, the affidavit has 
been filed by the Petitioner, and that affidavit is stated 
to have been filed in the Form 25 read with Rule 
94-A of the Rules, therefore, the same would become 
the integral part of the election petition, and the 
Petitioner was required to supply to the respondent a 
true copy of that affidavit. As the endorsement at 
the foot of that affidavit in the copy of the election 
petition is not a complete endorsement the copy of he 
election petition served to the respondent is not a true 
copy of the original election petition, and therefore, 
also the Election Petition should be dismissed under 
Section 86(1 ) of the Act. 

17 . On behalf of tire Petitioner, Mr. Chinai, the 
learned counsel, firstly submitted that when Section 
81 ( 5 ) of the Act speaks of “a true copy" what is re¬ 
quired to be supplied by the Petitioner is a copy which 
is substantially in conformity with the original and 
it is not necessary that the Petitioner should supply, 
far being served to the respondent, a copy which is 
exact like a photocopy of the original. According to 
Mr. Chinai, in the present case, the copy of the 
election petition, insofar as the material parts thereof 
are concerned, has been supplied to the Respondent 
and that copy is substantially a true copy of the 
original election petition, an dtherefore, the grievance 
now made by the respondent is ill founded. Mr. Chinai 
submitted that by the omissions in the endorsement of 
the Associate in the copy of the dection petition 
which are sought to be relied upon by the Respon¬ 
dent, no prejudice has been caused to the respondent 
nor has the respondent been in any manner misled, 
and therefore, also the Chamber Summons should 
fail. It was also submitted by Mr. Chinai so far as 
the concise statement at pages 70 to 75 of the compi¬ 
lation of the election petition is concerned, that 
through, there may not be verification at the foot 
thereof in conformity with Rule 15 of Order VI of 
the Code of Civil Procedure, as that concise state¬ 
ment forms part of the election petition, and as at 
the foot of the election petition at page 20, there is 
a verification made by the Petitioner, the absence of 
specific verification below the concise statement can¬ 
not prove fatal to the election Petition. 

18. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties 
Several authorities were relied upon by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. 
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19. Mr. Manohar, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent firstly relied upon the decision in the case 
of M. Kamalara V. Dr. V.A. Syed Mohammed, report¬ 
ed in AIR 1978 Supreme Court, page 840. Relying 
upon this judgment, Mr. Manohar submitted that an 
affidavit, which is filed along with the election petition, 
becomes the integral part of the election petition, and 
therefore, once such an affidavit is filed, whether it 
was required to be filed or not, the Petitioner would 
be under an obligation to furnish for being supplied 
to the respondent an exact true copy of that affidavit, 
and if the Petitioner commits default in this respect, 
as he has done in the present case, the election peti¬ 
tion would be liable to be dismissed under Section So 
of the Act for not complying with the requirements 
of Section 8f(3) of the Act. This judgment in 
M, Kamalam’s case in- clear terms deposits that an 
affidavit, which is spoken of by the proviso at the 
end of sub-section 1 of Section 83 of the Act, is an 
integral part of the election Petition. In the present 
case, the election petitioner, though he was not tech¬ 
nically required to file the affidavit lias filed the affi¬ 
davit. The affidavit is stated to have been filed in 
conformity with Rule 94-A of the Rules and in Form 
No. 25. Thus, on the Petitioner's own showing, that 
is an affidavit which has been filed by him as per the 
requirements of the proviso appearing at the end of 
sub-section 1 of Section 83 of the Act. That affidavit 
therefore stands on the same footing as the other 
pages of the election petition on which Mr. Manohar 
relies viz. page 20 which is the last page of the peti¬ 
tion proper and page 75 which is the last page of the 
concise statement. 


20. Mr. Manohar, very heavily relied upon the 
decision in the case of Dr. (Smt.J Sliipra V. Shauti 
Lai Khoiwal, reported in AIR 1996 S.C., 1691. That 
was a case wherein four matters were decided 
together. The main was the case of Dr. (Smt.) Shipra 
winch arose from Rajasthan High Court. The judg¬ 
ment of the learned Single Judge of the Rajasthan 
High Court from which the matter went to tire 
Supreme Court has been reported in AIR 1995 
Rajasthan Page 50. In that case, the election of 
the Returned Candidate was challenged, inter alia, on 
the ground of corrupt practice. An affidavit, as re¬ 
quired to be filed, under tire proviso in Section 83 
of the Act was filed. A copy of the election petition 
along with the copy of the affidavit had been served 
to the Returned Candidate. Before the High Court, 
on behalf of the Returned Candidate, inter alia, it 
was contended that the copy of the election petition 
server! on the respondent along with the summons did 
not bear the attestation/affinnation part. i.e. an 
endorsement by the Officer/Oatb Commissioner admi¬ 
nistering the oath/aftinnution to the petitioner. The 
place and dale of administering the oath were, also, 
missing. Omission to supply the endorsement part in 
the affidavit, which is an essential part of the affidavit, 
which, in turn, is integral part of the election petition 
according to the respondent, in that case, constituted 
the non compliance of Section 81(3) of the Act and 
rendered the election petition liable to be dismissed 
under Section 86(1) of the Act. The contention found 
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favour with the High Court and also with their Lord- 
ships of the Honourable Supreme Court. Before the 
Supreme Court, the matter came before a Three Judge 
Bench. All three Judges rendered separate but con¬ 
curring opinions and all the three endorsed and 
approved the view that was expressed by the learned 
Single Judge of the Rajasthan High Court. 

21. In paragraph 6 of the judgment rendered by 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court, His Lordship Mr. 
Justice K. Ramaswamy has posed the question foi 
determination as follows : 

“Tlius in all the appeals, the only question that 
arises for consideration is : whether die copy 
of the election petition accompanied by 
supporting affidavit served on the respec¬ 
tive respondent along with Form 25 pres¬ 
cribed under Rule 94-A of the Conduct of 
Elections Rules, 1961 without attestation 
part duly verified by the District Magis- 
trate/Nolary/ Oath Commissioner can be 
said to be “true and correct copy" of the 
election petition as envisaged in Section 
81(3) of the Act ? 

22. Their Lordships of the Supreme Court have 

analysed various relevant provisions of the Act and 
the Rules. They have also considered the meaning of 
expression “true copy”. In paragraph 8 of the report, 
this is what is stated - “It would tlius be clear that 
a true copy is a transcript identical to or substitute to 
the original but not absolutely exact copy. But 
nobody can by any possibility, misunderstand it lo 
be not a true copy. It is seen that 
the test, as stated earlier, is whether 

by any variation from the original is calculated to 
mislead an ordinary person. When a petitioner is 
enjoined to file an election petition accompanied by 
an affidavit duly sworn by the applicant duly verifymg 
diverse allegations of corrupt practices imputed to the 
returned candidate and attested by the prescribed 
authority it would be obvious that the statute intend¬ 
ed that it shall be performed in the same manner as 
prescribed in Form 25 read with Rule 94-A of the 
Rules. The attestation of the affidavit by the pres¬ 
cribed authority, therefore, is an integral part of the 
election petition. The question, therefore, is whether 
copy of the affidavit supplied to the respondent with¬ 
out the attestation portion contained in it (though 
contained in the original affidavit) can be considered 
to be a ‘true copy’ ?” 

23. Then the Court has considered the five propo¬ 
sitions as have been laid down in the earlier judgment 
in the case of Mithilesh Kumar Pandcy v. Baidyanath 
Yadav, AIR 1984 SC 305. The third proposit'on 
enunciated in the judgment in the case of Mithilesh 
Pandey Is as follows : 

“Where the copy contains important omissions 
or discrepancies of a vital nature, which are 
likely to cause prejudice to the defence of 
the returned candidate, it cannot' be said 
that there has been a substantial compliance 
of the provisions of Section 81(3) of the 
Act.” 
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The fourth proposition in that judgment rends ns 
follows ; 

‘'Priina facie, the statute uses the word “true 
copy” and the concept of substantial comp¬ 
liance cannot be extended too far to include 
serious or vital mistakes which shed the 
character of a true copy so that the copy 
furnished to the returned candidate cannot 
be said to be a true copy within the meaning 
of Section 81(3) of the Act.” 

24. Their Lordships of tire Supreme Court then 
referred to the decision in the case of Purushottam 
V. Returning Officer, Amaravnti, reported in AIR 
1992 Bombay 227, which is the judgment rendered 
by the learned Single Judge (Qazi, J) of this Court. 
Both, K. Ramaswamy, J and K. S. Parioooran, J in 
separate but concurrency opinions have approved the 
judgment of the learned single .’.idge of this High 
Court in the ease of Purushottam, and Paripooran, .1, 
after extensively quoting from the judgment in the 
Purushottam's case while adopting the observations 
and reasonings of the learned Single Judge of this High 
Court, has, in paragraph 22 of the judgment, said 
that His Lordship would adopt the same observations 
as his own. Thus, the judgment, in the case of 
Purushottam rendered by the learned' Single Judge of 
this High Court, has met with whole hearted appro¬ 
val from the Supreme Court. Purushottam’s case was 
also a case where a copy of the affidavit petition which 
was served to the Respondent was found not to be a 
true copv, inasmuch as, that copy did not bear the 
name and designation of the Notary as also it did not 
contain the endorsement made under the signature 
of the Notary which of course fond place in the ori¬ 
ginal affidavit. The learned Single Judge of this 
High Court in Purushottam’s case found that the 
copy of the affidavit, which was served to the Res¬ 
pondent in that case, along with the copy of the 
election petition in that case, could not be said to be 
a true copy of the affidavit, and therefore, it was not 
a true copy of the document which formed the integ¬ 
ral part of the election petition, and therefore, there 
was non comoliance of Section 81(3) of the Ac f which 
required' dismissal of the election petition under Sec¬ 
tion 86 of the Act. That view of the learned Single 
Judge of this High Court', as said above, has found 
who'e hearted approval from the Supreme Court n 
the th c'sion hi the case of Dr, (Smt.) Sl-ipra V. 
Thanh I.al (Supra). 

25. In paragraph 11 of the iudgment of the Sup¬ 
reme Court, in the case of Dr. (Smt.) Shipra (Supra). 
M's L^dship K. Ramaswamy, J has observed as fol- 

'ows : 

“For that purpose. Form 25 mandates verifica¬ 
tion before the prescribed authority. The 
obiect appears to be that the returned can¬ 
didate is not misled that it was not duly 
verified. The concept of substantial comp¬ 
liance of filing the original with the election 
petition and the omission thereof in the 
copy supplied to the returned candidate as 
true copy cannot be said to be a curable ir¬ 
regularity.” 


26. The above referral judgments make it amply 
clear that the copy of the election petition, which is 
required to he served noon tire respondent, has to be 
a true copy, meaning thereby, it has to be a copy 
which is substantially the reproduction of the original. 
Of course, insignificant omissions in the copy may 
have to be ignored, hut, if there is omissions of the 
vital nature in the copy, as compared to the original 
election petition-, such omission cannot be ignored, 
and if there is such an omission, it has got to be said 
that the copy of the election petition served upon the 
respondent is not a true copy of the original. 

27. The question-, in each ease, would' he whether 
the omis-j'ons or mistakes or discrepanics of a vital 
nature sought to be highlighted by the respondent arc 
the emissions/mistakes/discrepancies of substantial 
nature or not The judgments rcefrred to above 
clearly show that if in the copv of the election petition 
served upon the respondent there is an omission as 
regirds the endorsement by the prescribe) authority 
before whom the ejection petition is verified, such an 
omission is a vita! omission rod would entail the dis¬ 
missal of the election petition under Section 86(1) of 
the Act. 

28. Here, in the case before me, three different 

pages of the origin -1 election petitien are required to 
be compared with the corresponding three pages of the 
copv of the election petition served to the respondent. 
So far as ah these three pages are concerned (pages 
20, 75 and 77), the omission which is sought to be 
Ivghliohted on behalf of the respondent is the same, 
The first ('mission consists of there being no signature 
or name or th? officer before whom the election- Peti¬ 
tioner b said to have made a verification or affirma¬ 
tion, The nihev emission which is highlighted by the 
respondent is that on all these three nap-s in the 
ormna) election- petition, there appears the date of 
endorsement, put bv the Associate but in the copy of 
the election petition under the endorsement at the 
corresponding three places, on the relevant throe pages, 
no dale is found. ' 

29. The Question is whether these omissions are 
vital ? Mv answer to it. is in the affirmative, for the 
simple reason that (hough in the endorsement in the 
original election petition, Mrs. Bangale. the Associate 
of ffiiss Court has rut her signature, on the copy at the 
corresponding pages, there is only Sdl- written, and no 
date is to be found on the corresponding paces in the 
copv of the election petition. The 'endorsements 
made by the Associate have importance inasmuch as 
the law reomres the election petition to be verified 
in the manner prescribed for verification- of pleadings 
in the Code cf Civil Procedure. As indicated here¬ 
inabove, so far as tiffs Court is co.ncenv'd. the plead¬ 
ings have to be verified before the officer mentioned 
in Section 130 0 f the Code of Civil Procedure Of 
course. Mr, Manohar. the learned counsel for the 
respondent submitted that the Associate, of thd Huffi 
Court is not -a Oath Commissioner for administering 
ih.i nth and therefore., she would not have, niith«v-*v 
to .art min ism-■ an oath to the deonnl. J think, that 
submission cannot be allowed to prevail fn r it has 
been in no uncertain terms held by the learned Single 
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Judge of this High Court in the decision’ in . the case 
of Prataprao Ganpatrao Pangar V. Ashok Apandrao 
Deshmukh & Ors. in Election Petition No. 3 of 1992, 
decided on February 10, 1992 that an officer of this 
Court who has been authorised by this High Court 
to administer oath is an Oath Commissioner under the 
Indian Oaths Act. Therefore, Mrs. Bangale would be 
Oath Commissioner who would have authority to ad- 
administer the oath to the deponent and the verifica¬ 
tion/ affirmation' made by the election petitioner before 
her could not be faulted because Mrs. Bangale had 
an authority to administer the oath. However, in the 
copy of the election petition, no name of the officer 
who administered the oath to the election petitioner 
or before whom the election petitioner verified the 
election petition or made affirmation is mentioned. The 
fact that the Petition is required to be verified, or the 
documents required the affirmation before the pres¬ 
cribed authority cannot be disputed. Once diat is a 
legal position, the respondent would be entitled' to 
know whether, as a matter of fact, the Petitioner had 
verified the contents of the election petition before the 
au lmriscd officer. The respondent would also be the 
entitled to know as to whether the officer, before whom 
the election petitioner purported to have verified the 
election petition or affirmed the documents, was 
authorised to administer the oath. All these facts, 
the respondent could know, only if the name of the 
officer before whom the election petitioner claims to 
have verified the documents is made known to him. 
The respondent is not supposed to go to the Court 
office to wade through the original records and find 
out whether, as a matter of fact, the officer or autho¬ 
rity before whom the election petitioner purported to 
verify the petition or affirm the documents had put 
signature on the original document in taken of 
'hose documents having been verified/affirmed/dec¬ 
lared by the election petitioner before him. Second¬ 
ly, in order to know the date on which such verifi¬ 
cation/affirmation/declaration was purported to 
have been made by the election petitioner, also the 
respondent was entitled to know that date, and there¬ 
fore, the copy of the election petiion served o him 
should have contained the date and the place where 
the Associate purported to have put her signature. In 
absence of that date, in the copy of the election peti¬ 
tion. the respondent would be at a loss to find on as 
to on winch date the election petitioner had either 
ver'fied the election petition or affirmed or declared 
the documents before the Associate. In that event, 
there is clear prejudice caused to the respondent, and 
therefore the omissions at three places (i.e. pages 20, 
75 and 771, unon which the respondent relies, are 
substantia) omissions which would make the copy of 
the election petition served to the respondent not a 
true cony, and that woo'd entail the dismissal of the 
ebetion petition under S*ction 86(1) of the Act. 


the election petitioner has filed such an affidavit, that 
document should be treated to be surplusage. The 
argument cannot be accepted firstly for the reason 
that the election petitioner himspjf has purported to 
file that affidavit in Form No, 25 under the require¬ 
ments of Rule 94-A of the Rules, therefore, whether it 
was incumbent upon the election petitioner to file such 
affidavit or not, the election petitioner, as a matter of 
fact, purported to file an affidavit in Form No. 25 of 
Rule 94-A of the Rules, and' therefore, as rightly sub¬ 
mitted by Mr. Manohar, the learned counsel for the 
respondent, affidavit should be treated to be integral 
part of the election petition. 


31. Secondly, in a very recent judgment, in the case 
of Jagannath Shindu Rahanc V. Smt. Manisha 
Manohar Nimkar, in Election Petition No. 20 of 1995 
decided on April 18, 1996, a learned' Single Judge 
(M. S. Rane. J> of this Court was concerned with a 
case where the election of the returned candidate was 
challenged, not on the ground of corrupt practice but 
on the ground that the returned candidate did not 
belong to Scheduled Tribes. Therefore, in that case, 
tric'Iy speaking, the filing of the affidavit, as spoken 
of by the proviso to sub-section 1 of Section 83, was 
not necessary, and still, the election petitioner in- that 
case had filed such an affidavit. The learned Single 
Judge considered the matter from the standpoint of the 
question whether the copy of the affidavit served to 
the respondent in that case was a true copy. Jn that 
context, in paragraph 34 of the judgment the learned 
Single Judge observed as follows : 


“The petitioner has filed the affidavit in support 
of the election petition which is at pages 
33-34. True it is that in this petition the 
petitioner has not taken up the ground of 
corrupt practice questioning the election of 
the respondent. But it would be besides 
the point. Jn the matter herein the fact 
remains that the petitioner has in fact made 
an affidavit and has annexed the same to the 
petition. Wc are concerned mainly whe¬ 
ther there is a compliance of section 81 
of the s;fid Act in furnishing a true copy of 
the petition. The various flaws in the copy 
of the petition furnished to the respondent 
have torn noted hereinabove in para 14 to 
which there is no dispute and in my view 
there cannot be also as the same are appa¬ 
rent on the face of it." 


Towards the Utter part of that very paratfraph 34 of the 
iudeinent, the learned Single Judge has observed 1 as follows; 


30. Jt was submitted on behalf of the election oeti- 
benrr by Mr. Clvnai, that th- affidavit which the 
election netitkner has filed is not an integral part of 
the ebct'nn netit'on for the simnle reason that as no 
rorrup* prsotice has been alleged in the election peti¬ 
tion, therefore filing of such an affidavit was not a 
.mandatory requirement of law, and therefore, when 


"It is undisputed fact that the affidavit forms part of 
election petition and the copy furnished thereof 
do-s pot indicate whether in fact the same was 
affirmed by the petitioner. Same abo does not show 
the name and designation of the affirming authority. 
Jn mv view, these are serious lacunas and omissions 
on the part of the petitioner." 




[«tprii-«¥ 8 (ji.)j htct tow <s 28, 1997 / 111 ^ 7,1919 


. 4.4 


83(1 nc) of the Act, at .-.the minimum, it has got to bo *aid 
that the copy of the election 'petition served to the respondent 
would not be the copy of the election petition which should 
conform to the requirement of Section 83(lXc) of the Act, 
end in that view of the matter also, the election petition 
would be liable to be dismissed. Li the present case, the 
concise statement has not been verified as required to be 
done under Section 83(1 )fe) of the Act read with Rule 15 
as amended by the Bombay High Court in Order VI of the 
Code of Civil Procedure. 


Thus on authority also, as has been held by the learned 
Single Judge, it is clear that even if the election petitioner 
was not required to file an affidavit, as spoken of the provi¬ 
so to Section 83(1) of the Act, he has filed such affidavit; 
the copy of that affidavit served to the respondent should 
bo a true copy ; and if that copy does not show the name 
and designation of the affirming authority, that document 
would not be a true copy, and to put in the words of the 
learned Single Judge, ‘there would bo serious lacunae and 
omissions on the part of the petitioner.’ 

32. Therefore, the copy of the affidavit (page 77) in the 

present case would stand on the same footing as the copy 
of the other two pages i.e. Pages 20 and 75 o<f the election 
petition. Even assuming for the sake of argument, 
that the flaw in the copy of the affidavit 

cannot bo taken into account for the election 

petitioner was not obliged to file such an affidavit, the flaw of 
the omissions in the other two portions in the copy of the 
election petition viz. pages 20 and 75, would in my opinion, 
be sufficient to hold that the election petition is liable to be 
rejected under Section 86(1) of the Act. 

33. There is one more aspect of the matter which is re¬ 
quired *o be noticed. As pointed out hereinabove, at page 
75 of the original election petition, there is no verification 
done by the election petitioner. From pages 70 to 75 of 
the compilation of the election petition, the election peti¬ 
tioner has produced the concise statement of material facts. 
The narration of the concise statement of material facts is 
completed at page 75, ard below that, we do not find any 

. verification having been made by the election petitioner, as 
mandated by clause (c) of Section 83 of the Act read pith 
Rule 15 of Order VI of the Code of Civil Procedure, as 
amended by the Bombay High Court, Rule 15 of Order VI 
of the Cod© of Civil Procedure, as pointed out hereinabove, 
inter alia, requires the person verifying a pleading to specify 
by reference to the numbered paragraphs of the plead mg. 
what he verifies of his own knowledge and what he verifies 
upon information received and believed to be true. It could 
not be disputed that the concise statement woqld be an Inte¬ 
gral part of the election petition. As a matter of fact, the 
first requirement of the election petition, under Section 83 
of the Act, is that the election petition shall contain a concise 
statement of the material facts on which the petitioner relies. 
Thus, the concise statement is the first essential requirement 
of an election petition. It is, therefore, an integral part 
of the election petition. Being an integral part of the election 
petition, by virtue of clause (c) of Section 83 of the Act, 
it is required to be verified in the manner laid down in the 
Code of Civil Procedure for verifiqqtion of pleadings. Ini 
the present case, we do not find any verification having been 
made by the election petitioner or any other person compe¬ 
tent to verify, so far as the concise statement is concerned. 
The copy of the elect'on petition served to the Respondent 
also does not bear out the fact that the concise statement 
has been verified by the election petitioner or somebody 
else on his behalf who is competent to verify, and going by 
the Sunrortie Court dictum, in the case of Dr. (Smt.) Shi urn 
V. Shanti Lai (Supra), now it is clear that Sections 81, 83(t)(c'> 
and 86 read with Rule 94-A of the Rules and Form Nq. 25 
are fo be rend con'ointlv as an internal scheme. When so 
read, if the Court finds on an obieet'on. being raised 1 by the 
returned fandidate. as to the maintainability of the election 
petition. the Court is rcciuired to go into the question and 
decide the preliminary objection. In case the Court does 
not unholq the same. tl le ne^rt to conduct trial would nrise. 
If the Court upholds the nrel’minarv obiccfinns. the election 
neti'ttou would ''esult in dismissal at the threshold, as the 
Court is left with no notion except to dismiss the same. 


Thus as lird down hv the Supreme Court in paragraph 12 
of the judgment in the case of Dr. (Smf.i Shipra CSuora) 
rt is now clear that sections 81, 83(1 Vc) and 86 are required 
o he read with Rule 94-A of the Ryles and Form 25 con- 
■ointlv as an integral scheme. Therefore, though Section 
86(1) of the Act does not refer to Section 83 of the Act, hv 
'rtue eff tbfs fpdnment. we have to read Section 86 of the 
3ct conjointly with Sections 81 and 83(1 )(c> of the Act. So 
rend, it v" u'd lead to this that, if on the facts, the election 
petition docs rot conform to the requirements of Section 
1495 01/97—2 


34. As result of the foregoing discussion, I find that the 
copy of the election petition supplied to the respondent is 
not a true copy of the original election petirion, Therefore, 
the election petition is liable to be dismissed under Section 
86(1) of the Act. The Chamber Summons is made absolute 
in terms of prayer (a) and it is ordered that the election peti¬ 
tion stands dismissed under Section 86(1) of the Act.A copy 
of the judgment be sent to the Election Commission of India 
and the Speaker of the Parliament as required Under Section 
103 of the Act. 


35. There shall be no order as to costs, The amount 
deposited by the Election Petitioner in this Court shall be 
returned to the Election Petitioner. 

36. Issuance of certified copy be expedited. 

rNo. 82/MT-HP/1/96] 
By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 
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dfffafa, 9 Fd, 199 7 

ht h. it s.—fad fad Hfafa HHraTd fa ddr fr fa 
fat fa HTTfa % EflFfl ( 3) t W fafafa^ Slrifa 

uvqvff %TH ffaTd *141 tr FntTTtr fafaddj 19 9 6 

if fa TdFfl (2) Sr fafaffad ffafadtjfa t ^ht 

fffa fadfafafd H'fafadH, 1951 ddT dfad HdF 1 , 
JR, fafat 3ITT faffed ddfr HTTfa % ITR-fl (4) if 
dVf fadd Spiff fadfad «fat FT ffar dlfaH FTt if 

hhhtt TfT £ ; 

far dd: TFT HtRffafa 4 WI. tJHdf fa 1 , fat 
TT fa TFT HHHWdT % fa 1 , dT fa faf FiTH 411/ 
rfafacr faf far £ dr ttf am fa, qi sRqrfafa 
tt, fa faf at, fanr ftt % dinra fa a fad hr fa 

FT 4? THIBET fa ddT £ fa TTF TTd TfT HT-f/fC 

% fan, F.fa ddfa FTTH TT rqrfaffad dfa £, 

Hd: Hd, ffafad HR fa n^TTr HFd HfafadH 
Ft am 10 F F SRTPRT if, fat fa HTTfa % faRX 
( 3 ) if fafdfar fafdfa fa far? t fant fa htt % 

Hf fant TRZf/fal TRdWd fa fdHTd HHT HHdTfdHTd 
TfTTT % HT'H dt Hit faT fad tr fan, HltH fa 
dpfa t (ltd fa fa Fdvrrfaa f fan, fdTftd fafi d 
f Tdf |;— 
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- tfffafar/fasH frrafaF sriY *rfar farci^r'iTT 

*T. ^PRT qTRTtff *Tf tTET aifa 4TT°T 

m 

atYr^mr 


12 .3 4 

l. is—Y tfv* faHT 

snprYqET jffarfi TrfaT fa*r t 


*rg«nRET, 

AT. BEET 

2. 25 —far* t YAfawiFBsrofat —— 

qY. AmqvFY 


[a. 7fi/% ; OT~fa.B'. / 97] 

wrt’rr^r. 
arr^TEr, Bfan 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 9th June, 1997 

O.N. 118—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified in column (3) of the 
Table below at the General Election to the Kerala Legislative Assembly, 1996 held from the constituency specified in column (2) agams 
his/her name has failed to lodge an account of his/her election expenses as shown In column (4) of the said Table, as required by t e e- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder ; 

And whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failures even after due notice, 
and the Election Commission, is satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure, 


Now therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the person speci m co umn 
(3) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of either House of the Parliament ary o t e gis 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 


TABLE 

S. No. & Name of Assembly 
No. Constituency 

Name and address of the contesting candidate 

Reason for disqualification 


1. 2. 

3. 

4. 


1. lJ-Peravoor 

2. 15-Peravoor 

S/Sh./Ms. Ooothunmakkal 

Kurlan Chummar, 

OoothummakkaL 

P.O- Chanal. 

Ncchikkadan, 

Saidalavi, 

P.O. Keezhpally. 

Account not lodged at all. 

Account not lodged at all. 




[No. 

BABU 

76/KL-LA/97] 
By Order, 
RAM, Secy. 


3TT^r 

Pf fafaY, 9 3jT, 1997 

3fT° 3fo 11 9 .—fa^faET 3Tfafa AT TETTBFT $Y *PTT | fa KYA AttfTToft Y? faF ( 2) B fafafa£ R«T5lYw 
?rfwnr hut % fan, gq-faqfaF, 1996 % fa3' AY fan - ( 3 ) A fafafa 1 ^ frrofanr-ttfa F ?f3n fr, ( 4 ) b 
Finn fafaftre fa* Net *Twr 3 T«rtff, Afa slFfafsio? arfafatm, 1951 mr <r®fa ^rm, no; faraf am 

AYfffET FTEifr % (5) rf tf-qT TflFT fiTfi fafa^-T AfaY AT falT BlfaTT ATY B FTFW |Y I 

aftc tat arprfanY fi' ^ett fan ^rfa At to 3HPfc7T^T % fan *tYf ti^i ErfaYAFT faqf 
% affa fa^fa* srmfa AT F? TETTQFT if *ETi % fa TW TTTT3HTWETT % fair AYt tANt ATTW AT $; 
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am: 3r«r, fatfw Mra'FT w srfsfam vl qkt io v % ar-mr^r pTR‘ ^VKRWt % TOm (4) P faft r fo g 
rnfarof *'J im % tft mv nr Trm vt fasm *rar 3T*mr f*rtam qfm* % (mm pp pm aftr 
% fm\' PTtw tft prCto % p>p m vi ^mnrhr % fm\ farf^r vrfm tot % i 

PRPt 

^orr« fmf'm pt form f^fsr^ wn ^ o a»k sr^nff frrc^trr tt terror 

PR PT PR Pfa mt 


1 2 

1. ptir stJr wtn 
% fPT', PT-fapfap 
1996 

2. *rm jt^st f*nrR imr 
v fab; m-fmfap 
1996 

3. —TiCt— 


81—^"VOpRI? (afopopfo ) 

fWR^Tf^f^SiVa 

Sl-nt^faTPR (popopfo) 

faSHT P6f fa^fa-T 

286—SlT^TfaSR P6T 
fpifp'T *8 9 


m TTP?:qi?r pm fam am- 

pit f ppt wstp, pm prt 

sfarcrt 'rm^r Pm qfap-Pifa p 
fapfCt, fppr pm 

p^p 

sft PPM9T PPf^T PIP 
q'lTO pj£ pltffpf P^TP 

PTflPPT, fpPT PTJflPpr, 
pma^p i 


faqtm «m pt ^ «ft 
farTHTfap mr p wror 

Ti?r i 

fptfpp *pp vr v\i pt 
P*ar pi fan ptp p ppqvp 
mi i 
— 


[P° 76/po So/96 (9)] 

Pf*P P, 
opo o.po q.rwqfa pfpJT 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 9tli June, 1997 


O.N.l 19.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidate specified in column (4) of the 
Table below at the Bye Election to Madhya Pradesh Legislative Assembly, 1996 as specified in column (2) held from the constituency 
specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge any account of his election expense as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the rule made thereunder as shown in column (5) of the said Table; 

And, whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due notice and the 
Election Commission is thus satisfied that they have no goal reason or justificati n for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the person specified in column 
(4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of either House of the Parliament or of the Legis¬ 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 Years for the date of this Order ;— 

TABLE 


SI. Particulars of Election 

No. 

No, & Name of 
Constituency 

Name & Address of contesting candidate 

Reasons for disqualification 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. Bye Election to Madhya 

81-Nowrozabad (ST) 

Sh. Ram Kirpal, 

Failure to lodge any account 

Pradesh Legislative Assemb¬ 
ly, 1996. 

Assembly Consti¬ 
tuency 

Vill. & P.O. Ghunghuti, 

Distt. ShahdoJ, 

M.P. 

of Election Expenses. 

2. -do- 

-do- 

Smt. Kamlesh, 

Vill. & P.O. Nighari, 

Distt. Shahdol, 

M.P. 

-do- 

3. -do- 

286-Sahhpur Assemb- Sh. Chandrashekhar Jawaharlal, 
ly constituency Post Doifodia, Teh, Burhoepur, 

Distt. Burhanpur, 

M.P, 

-do- 




[No. 76/MP/96(9)] 


By order, 
L. H. FARUQUI, Secy. 
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Hi fc?At, 9 ^5- 1997 

3 TT° 3 To 12 0 .—Ft fFHH arktE ET EETEITE EEC | fE Hi# Et EFFT % ETWi (2) E EET kfafos? 
fFF TFT A fTTTT TOT E EraFE f fFth, 1 995 O.AfT^TT fESTH EET ET TE-AETE, 1996 % Tto; At ?W (3) 

E fafafaF fE^FTE-AH E | 3 TT %, EFE (4) EEE% ETEH fEktFT fFtEE ASH’ EiEf 5 PAE aTTwf, E>T Bf?lkk?T 
EkfHEE, 1951 EET E 3 tE EEF, E^ fEEEt 3 FT srifalE EET EFEt % TE*E (5 ) A FUeFiH 3 TF IfFth snAt 
EC Etf At F^T Elf<SE ETH A' EETH FT £; 

TF EE FT EFkAt n E«TE ^EHT far* TE <TT At EEEEEf % fEQ.' TK EfTF STEF FFPEH/r Ft fcET % 
AF fFFTH anATE Et EEtaTH AT EE[ ft fE 'FTF TTH EET 3TEEETT F fET Elf fFoT ERE Ei ETrAtfECE Hff & ; 

am: am, FrF-te amFr eet arts 1 tft At kft lo-T % effh A AtA At ettet A he ( 4 ) A MhAtf 
^FetAt Et Aft e ieAt At eft A EifEit treet fEaTH trw awr kaTH eFf %ttf<t hA fA AF fF A ?fA 
arkvTEt tpAf A AFt fA At ethtewe km; f E r f g E Aifaer etht % :— 


FTTFt 


^loA'f 

fFkrr Et fTTFT fFiTT Tt'OT fFTFT F5i At 

^oAo AFtie 

f^qtTH FsA q-|TV -%vm\ 
Ef EfT SiFc EET 

fErAffr et eitdt 

1 

2 3 

4 

5 

1 . 

k?F kcHT Tim % f hA‘ 3 2—AtTl -<i k?F T 

At arara' fakF stfe 

kAFoT ftot et ATi At 


TnQTFtfFkrr, 1995 

TFT A^t' ^t 0 ^TlAt 

AeiT TTlf’FT Ek A 31TTE^ 



Ft ft Arm tFF 1 


2- 

1 

f 

! 

1 

t 

S 

At Etai fAj 1 nTE-*E4Hfrr, 

—EAt— 


3 . —Ft- 


7 . —E^t~- 


8. —Eft— 


—Ft 


11 o-fhFf k^F 


1 8 5—HE T 


—Eift— 


Ato 'hTFJTI, FmT-AklH, k?TT I 

At tFf WIT ETEE 
TTTT—kEET, 

EET° ffafFTT, 
tFFT AklE, fST^TT T 


Ft 


A -'FT— 

5 1—FFFIF 

At tie a^rF E^At, etAAjt, 
arsE, fiAt^r, f^TT 1 

—Fi— 

5. —Ft— 

—-Ft— 

At FTAt SETE ET^ EFTt, 
EEETE'JT, AeTItAY, fF 77 1 

—Ft— 

6. —F't— 

—Ft- - 

At kAwrt ao fF 

—Ft— 


'FTTTFE'JT, At a TFiFTt, 
AFtAtk^F I 


F^t- 


«rr tf*£ etee, the—teet 
AFS-TT tt^ET, fw -TjAFr 
k?TT I 

At EETE ElF Ato EEIE —Ft— 
T?k TTEnET fwFt, HtEE 
Atf, fEET-EET k?TT I 

At fAff hftee Ftf —Ffr— 
H-J TFFT fA«r . 

Fgt^, hAt, k?TT 1 


9 . — 3 ^ 1 — 










3f/T as, 7; 1916 

■14$ 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

i o. fitfTT fihrpT tott % fmr 
mum fintm*, 1995 

185 

tttt Tkrrjr, 4*k fippr i 

1 'Pr W 41’ 

%<TT mfiaTT if SUTT* 

i i . —— 

—— 

sft sr^Tm tut 

mmrrursrr, njtT f^rr i 

—Tjfr— 

] 2. —atffr— 

—— 

<sfi Trt?5 srrarxTo 4141 
zrm smutflmn:, 

%rr 1 

—Tffr— 

i 3 . —■ Ttfr— 

186—5TRW17:, finpr 

«ft mTum vm 

4o »klT TTTUT<ir 4fTT 

mm rtm, ^fntrr^T^ T , 
f4fTT 1 

—v?fr— 

1 4. —arjfV— 

-- 

41 mfbT ST mfbT srt 

uf^TTT-^rrrnftTnpTT 
(mrrmTT), ^t, ftnfpr 

—t41— 

1 5 . —— 

—<nfr— 

^*41 $41, $0 4*r4r 

TTTrafTT »T5#q7 TTo ^mmT, 

ftpfefjr nsifar, 44 t, 

—T<fl— 

i 

1 6- —Tift— 

—— 

«ft TrflWTVT qTTTTo TTo 

tut tot TTnq t 41 TfrrrjT, 
fof<SU 44 t, fa (JIT 

—T#1- 

1 1 7 . —— 

—— 

41 TTTTTTmT TfTTTTT T° 
t!41 t m tut t4t mtmFjr, 
mn^jT, 44 t fa^rr i 

—Tffr— 

18. finjrc firam tm 

1996 

2 6—^ 

41 ijsfl ttjtt nhtfl tut 

TTTT-TTPmmT' n l> u 6'i i <., 
fst^TT I 

—wfr— 



[* 

0 7 6/fTXTT-fTo no / 97] 




ORDER 

New Delhi, the 9th June, 1997 

O.N. 120.—Whereas the Election Com¬ 
mission is satisfied that each of the contesting 
candidates specified in column (4) of the 
table below at the General Election to the 
Bihar Legislative Assembly, 1995 and Bye- 
Election to the Legislative Assembly, 1996 as 
specified in column (2) held from the consti¬ 
tuency specified in column (3) against his 
name has failed to lodge any account of his 
election expenses as required by the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 and the rules 
made there under as shown in column 15) of 
the said Table ; 


And, whereas, the said candidates have not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the 
said failure even after due notice and the Elec¬ 
tion Commission is thus satisfied that they have 
no good reason or Justification for the said 
failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 
10-A of the said Act, the Election Commission 
hereby declares the persons specified in column 
(4) of the Table below to be disqualified for 
being chosen as, and for being a member of 
either House of the Parliament or of the Legis¬ 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a 
state.for a period of 3 years from the date of 
this order :— 
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TABLE 


SI. 

Particulars of election 

Number and Name 

Name and Address 

Reason of disqualification 

No. 


of Constituency 



1. 

1 - 
. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

1. 

General election to Legis¬ 

32-Ziradei (Bihar) 

Sh. Awadh Kishore Prasad, 

Failure to lodge any account 


lative assembly of Bihar 1995. 


Vill. Repura, 

P.O. Zeeradei, 

Distt. Siwan, 

Bihar. 

of election expenses. 

2. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Madho Singh, 

Vill. Nathanpura, 

P.O. Bharatpura, 

Distt. Siwan, 

Bihar. 

..-do- 

3. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Raveendra Pd. Yadav, 

Vill. Sidhwal, 

P.O. Tetaria, 

Distt. Siwan, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

4. 

-do- 

Jl-Lalganj (Bihar) 

Sh. Ram Shringar Sahani 

Kajipur, Thathan, Bihar 

-do- 

5. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Valdeo Prasad Sah, 

Karhari, Bhagwanpur, 

Vaiahali, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

6. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Vineshwar Prasad Singh , 
Parmanandpur, 

PurkJhauii, 

Vaishali, 

Bihar. 

-do- 



7. 

-do- 110-Raghopur (Bihar) 

Sh. Sambhu Yadav, 

-do- 



Vill. Samda, 

P.O. Sahaban, 

Distt. Supaul, 

Bihar. 




*. 

-do- 

185-Mungcr 

Sh. Kamal Javcd, 

S/o Gyash Uddin, 

Rampur Bbikhari, 

Ncelam Road, 

Munger, Bihar. 

-do- 



9. 

-do- 

185-MuDflcr (Bihar) 

Sh. Kameshwar Narayan Mishra, 

S/o Late Jwala Mishra, 

Basudeopur, 

Munger, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

10 . 

-do- 

*do 

Sh. Ganesh Yadav, 

S/o Ayodhya Yadav, 

Sandalpur, 

Munger, 

Bihar. 

-do- 





11. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Bachchu Ram, 

S/o Ishwar Ram, 

Laldarwaja, 

Munger, 

Bihar. 

-do- 





12. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sb. Rajendra Pd Yadav, 

S/o Modi Yadav, 

-do- 


Milkichak, 

P.O. Jankinagar, 
Munger, 

Bihar. 



L*W 
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1 

t. 

1 

4 

5 

13. 

General election to Legls- 

186-Jamalpor Bihar. 

Sh. Kuldip Narayan Mandal, 

Failure to‘lodge any aoc6unt 


lativc Assembly of Bihar 1995. 

S/o Garib Narain Mandal, 

of election expenses. 




Aaha Tola, Bariarpur, 

Monger, Bihar. 


14. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Naseem Khan, 

S/o Ashim Khan, 

Mohanpur Khalasi, 

Mohalla, Jama! pur, 

Munger, Bihar. 

-do- 

15. 

-do* 

-do- 

Smt. Bundo Devi, 

W/o Premchand Pa swan, 

Athsa iya 

P.O. Harinmar Bisanpur, 

Munger, 

Bihar, 

-do- i 

16. 

-do* 

-do- 

Sh. Ramsaran Yadav, 

S/o Late Rameshwar Prasad, 
BarlDariapur, Jamalpur, 

-do. 




Munger, Bihar 


17. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sh. Ramswaroop Paswan 

S/o Rito paswan 

Bari Ashikpur, Jamalpur 

Munger, Bihar 

-do- 

18- 

Bye-Election to Legislative 


Sh. Munnilal Majhi 



Assembly of Bihar, 1996. 

27-Balknnthpur 

S/o Raja Majhi 

Vill.—P.O. Saphiyabad, 

Bnikonthpur, 

Bihar, 

-do- 


[No. 76/BR-LA/97] 
By Order, 
L. H. FARU^UI, Socy. 


Ff 9 3JF, 1997 

*n.*r. 121 . — *rcr: *rnfTF tt fffjtf Ft wr | fr ( 2 ) Sr fft fafFfWfirfir 

iw Sr F+rr fft % Bwrw P™t w, 1996 % farr aft ?fpf ( 3 ) Sr fFFWF-&r Sr ftrr, ( 4 ) Sr 

tra% ftff fcPrfapg fa q hR ffSt ftot sr^T wwr»ff, pftr sfFfFfe?* ^rftrf^m, 1951 fftf^Tf ffttt ff ftnoft 
yro w^rfsw fw FRJjft % f;rwr ( 5 ) Sr fft Ff?TF *pt% fSr*rm ®wr tt tT£ *ft ftwT <nfirF trT Sr hftf 

1 

sftr w: ftt w^rf^r^r Sr row gNFT fair urift tt: *fr fff wrrrwrrr % fSr^ tT£ tr^t *T«m fN^ylwr 
forr ^ fftF M+ff vr'hi *ft fftftf jtw i ft ff% fifftt NfFbFdi % fSnr nftf 911+71 FriTT ft 

Fr.tftlFfF f$t ^ ; 

wrr:, m, fSnrf^r w.ftf fff wfijfSm RftmrT io-t % sfjftf Sr ?ft% mvnt % wmr ( 4 ) Sr fSfrftts 
®qf«RFrr tTfff % faFT 3ft fff % ft fWt trf FftfFtnF fftffft fwr Ffftnrfc ffrt =<$ft ffY tfbt fft% 
fSrtr ffTf r?T FRfta Sr fTf m Fft TTwnrfF %■ fSpr f-Rffi wifaF tfft $;— 


Bmfr 


i. rr. +trW*t tt ftw 

*fto fft fFF+FF *ft 

fFFfaF Fl% TI% ST*F*ff 

fFTFFT TIT <pk“1 


t .f. iftrFPT 

TT FTF FFT 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. fafTT TTW % 

4—n+Tiwa fM^ix 

*ft %FF FFTF, 

fFFfFF RFTf TT «Ftf 3fT 

FTT FFT T fftP 
<naiOT PwTnf, 


TO, <ft - 

fsrarr — F+rmar, fwfir i 

TT%F Sr WPT 1 


1996 










2. flnpr *ror 

1996 

i-'fm m fowr* 

jftTTJ VfSJTt, 

trr*r— 

«ft. — 'hwt— tfl*, 

faPH ki'i'jl, fV^TT 1 

ftr*m MTrw^tf *fr 
%^t 5rf<s?r ir srcnw 

3 —^ — 

— *fr — 

’sfV m, 

jt^pt— j^pp^i?, 
faldT-iftMK-PM 1 f^TT 1 

—— 

4 - —^— 

— ifr— 

*ft T*T<T7 <TS5r, 

UTC—«rprr— 

JVsiT—#rw*T3r, f^Tr i 

—— 

5 . —®nft— 

—qtfV— 

«ft TfapTJ^, 

imr—«TFTT—jffafiR 
ftpn—fa?nr i 

—^fr~- 

6, —*r?fr— 

—Sift— 

*ft fompPT 

PR-H?PTT 

Tto—"T^fTl 
fs4 *ri 1 —TTl^T *P»T 
falpT 1 

—anft— 

7. —— 

9-$vrra> finiR 

>A\ tPTC 5TR PEST 

WT*T—finEn’VfeTTT 
it. -&rfw 

ff^K 1 


8. —«Rft— 


5 ir ^rr srarc 
unr-^r^nn. 

'Tt.-TT^T 
mT— ipnr 
fiffKl 

—<nff— 

9. —^r?ft— 

— rft-~ 

«ft fatfKt sr. 
ffpr-<Tt. pftter 

—nift-*— 

io. —«r£t— 

— 

smr fw 

HT. -Tt^PTJi: 

oto-qTm^ #OTlfT ’fWr 
frgix 

—^V-— 

li. —— 

—ar^fr— 

«ft JTfr 

TT.-T'r.-^fft- 

fsnarr-JjimTy: 
fwflX I 

—*?fr— 





5 
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12 3 4 


12. f??Tt TTJ!7 % 9-4$1Tfff 

% %<? 

1996 


1 3. — Af \— —*f^t— 


14. —— 


15. —??fr— —*r#t— 


1 6. ——*&■— 


17. —T^t— — 


1 8 —^— 


—— 


—sist— 


—tts!— 


«ft 'TTspcnr tre 

KIT. —^H4T 

q->. -^Rfr^ 
vn^rr-^T tttpt 

T.5TPRTTC 
%R I 

ift gutter ftr!? 

TITiT-'TWqwjT; 

*fr. -pM 

ferr-^JTTTfr, feK i 
«ft jt£pt Ptsi 
KIT. -HST4T< ®T5T 
'TT.-ftRTC KtTfjT 

^TRT-^tfT 
ft) ?TT—TT r 5T'+ < 4i<. c l< 

I 

«ft Tf^sr 

AT.-rfl^T WTt 

gt.-ipT^fr 

m^r-^irT 

i 

’Sfr TTS» ^JIK fa? 

uto-w^i^: 

<Tt.-^RT^p: 

f^TT i 

«ft KJ5T ST, »T^TT 
TIT. — HI 
'ft, —TT?TTT 
iTT^TT—KT’TTT 
f^TTT— I |' 3 1 C WT , JT 
fsT$TT 1 

*sft rm 'S'tct Knpft 

TTT. -3TTRJR THTT 

^ STTT^ 

«ft. 

«TFTT-?pt€r 
f3\TTT~TJ4 t T t fTKTIT 
ftfH 1 

=sfr ttrttt^ snrnf 

TIT, -Tr#t 
'ft. -^T#TC 
f^rr^jnrft 


449 


faqfcra spfr 'pt 4ft 

%^T suffer ff ?TTrT)^T 




— wft — 


—?r^t— 


—^r— 


—— 


—*$-— 


T9 


—’Tf't— 
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12 3 4 


2o, far?rc TTJq- % am 9 - 77 TT 41 fa^n: 

% frrp ararc°i faafaa 

1996 


21. —Juft— —All- 


22- —t£ 1— —Tfft- 


23. —7?fl— — 7^1— 


24. —7^1— —7^1— 


25. —— —ar^r— 


26. —?r$l 


—agl— 


27. —7^1— 20-af73T fafTT 


28. —7^1— ~7$I— 


41 fl^ffl 
71.—as41 
fWT5T 

<ft. -mfopj* 'rrff 
ftraMtoisjl fir»jrc i 

41 faaTtfl mi 
m.-fmna 

fW-aWfiTTT 
f^TT l 

41 ftnfflc 41afl 

71. 'SfJEIT TTf JFTT 

41. ?T41^ 
mi 4. 13 
feTT-lw^l, f)^TT I 

41 sfa *npfr 
m.-fiRTa 
4>. —^cT^r 

farin '—tt 3TT 7! VT1 1 

<* 

filfR I 

41 fmr 4«re qfa* 
7 t.-ir41 

o 

m.-*izr(r 

fjprfT—^ VI141 
fafTT I 

41 S/fftr f. faff 
7r.-mRlmjT 
4l. -srm 
717T-f7TaT-79TT41 
fa^n: i 

41 $44r f mr fa? 
m.-fop?! mrp41 
41. —fsAT^t 

qffT-T^iTT 
fsfWT—7 51775 < H < 

■o -J 

I 

4t 7Qt arm 
ms a. e-aala 
41. + faaT~a4ra 
f4^K I 

4r TTa f*r?Rl asm 
7i. +Tl-3rsfrn 

7171—74177 
t4<iT—a4la, fi^ir i 


[Part n—S ec. 3(iii)] 


fmifaa 5 ah1 tit 4rt 41 mar 

mf4a 4 aaaa 


—Tift— 


—7^1— 


—Tift— 


—7^1— 


—mfl— 


— 7#1— 


— 741 — 


—7?;r— 



451 
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1 2 3 4 5 


fft^R ilJ'i % ft^S 
*w % fftq ?nami 

1996 

25~4fsFK fft^R 

ft fmr at 

siTd-fta: 4474 
qi.-444ift 
fWT-ftzfR, fafR 

fqqfaq sqft qq ftf ft 
srfasr qrft ft sraw 

—4ft— 

—4ft-— 

ft tr^ttst **344 
ftyft 

f^R 1 

—qft— 

—4ift— 

—4ft— 

ft 444r 444 
sftrqT 44T4 
ft.-ftvfftr fas4 
tftTT—qftftT, 
faftT 1 

ftlT fafa 4F44 4*1 ft 

qft 

~4ft— 

26-Tmf?T (ST.sr. 4 T. ) 
fat^n: 

eft 4R4 ftftl 

fftn-ft w ftftr 

414-ftRTH 

ll.-TOT, 

IftTl—Hltftlft, 
faftt i 

fftlRR EJjft tpr ft 

ftflIT Tifaw *fRft ft 
srew 

~4ft~ 

—4ft— 

eft 4rrm z* 

M> O 

fam-444T4 

ft. -qq^T 
fwr—Tnftrq^, 
f4?R 1 

■-- qft— 

—•4ft— 

--4ft— 

ft rm ftftr 
ferar—qftrs ftftr 

414-4134747 

ft. —444RTT 

4T4T-TT4T 

fftTT—4T5444I, fftjR 

—4ft— 

—4ft — 

— qft — 

ft 54144/7 444 

fftTT-ftTRTq 
sm-ft.-qwiT 
qiqr-sRfe 

%r 

— qft— 

—4ft— 

1 —4fr— 

ft fST4 4*f 

s o 

fqrrr— ttcTri q*£ 
qm-qqft^ 
ft.-f4ftqT®r 
kRTT-TTf?, fa?R 1 

—4ft— 
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37- faljfTT TRT % TFP HWT 26-TT3TT3TT (w.Tr.TTT.) 

% ftrtr t t k t i <« r FrItt, f^rc 


1 —Tljft— 


-Tgl— 


—argfY— 


—^b'I- 


— 


-*!t— 


37-snrn: 


— 


—*3% 


—*rgft— 


—— 




—— 


—m{t— 


—*t^V— 


46- —— 


—— 


«ft fimtr gFar *nw 
fm —ttht i “It tn^t 
irnT-srr^: 

TE-TEn 

p^k i 

«ft fTTOT TTR f*r«T 

PT 5 ?—Ti'liH I, 

ftfTC I 
«ft TTTflT 

IJTT-TT .-STTSTT TTTT 

sTrn-ftnRV 

T—5RTT X, i I 

tUtt ^tatt 
rnr-ql. -Fret % 

^rf®r 

«ft sr^r rto Ftt$ 
Tirr-rEft 
fsrsrrc i 

«r”V fraw tr 

TRT-wr^y: 
fw-TUnp:, fWr i 

«fV TESEUl' 

wr-<t1. -ttFrI 
qTTT-arrrCrvi^ 

f^rc 

sfr jrftro xm 
TR-Eftatft 

falJTC | 

^fY *UUr fa? 
^TR-Tirfnrr (trt) 
TrffaT 
«TRT-far?qr 

fa?TT I 

*ft fircrr ter FttUY 
Tfa *T. 8 
TFT TR Tt# 
fTrar-TTfrr, f??R i 


UpTTTT aq-Tff TT RE tfV TTT 

T TTTTT 


BRTT fETfST TRT 4T TSTfaT 

—Tsr— 

—rfi— 




—T^r— 


—<[— 


—*riJV— 


—*$— 


FRfaT 5RT TTT TTt^ vfY 

fajfT 5TT%T TRl TETRiE 


—— 
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1 2 


«n*ir tnm <$r 2a, imfmwT, ioi© 


47 . ft?rc Tmr % mr mu 37 -wtt^t 
% ftp 7 ^ramr fhftbm 

1994 


48. —^°r— 


49- —341—- 


SO. —3tfl— 


38-mtHTW 

(*C .TfT. ) ft?( 7 


38-munm (sr.^n.) 
ft^TT 


—atfl— 


si. —«r?fr— —3*1— 


5 2. —ar^t— 45 -*t*T*TT fa$K 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 9th June, 1997 

O.N. 121.—Whereas the Elections Com¬ 
mission is satisfied that each of the contesting 
candidates specified in column (4) of the 
Table below at the General Election to the 
House of People from Bihar State 1996 as 
specified in column (2) held from the consti¬ 
tuency specified in column (3) against his 
name has failed to lodge any account of his 
election expenses as required by the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 and the rules 
made there under as shown in column (5) of 
the said Table ; 


■ifr 4ar nfai'T 
4 XHTrf I 

—4fr— 


—xal— 


—3jfl— 


ftrfh n*mi 34 h ’Ttfiappr 


fiptfau ®t 41 ®PT 41$ 'ft 5H3T 
siftra - qrfti a 


[4. 7 6/ft?rr/4t. 4. y 97 ] 
nr^r h, 

And, whereas, the said candidates have not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the 
said failure even after due notice and the Elec¬ 
tion Commission is thus satisfied that they 
have no good reason or justification for the 
said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 
10-A of the said Act, the Election Commis¬ 
sion hereby declares the persons specified in 
column (4) of the Table below to be disquali¬ 
fied for being chosen as, and for being a mem¬ 
ber of either House of the Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of 
a state for a period of 3 years from the date 
of this order. 


>41 far? jtto ttt 
irm-Tr^ 
qt.-ftqsi 

firai-ron, fain 7 1 
>41 47TT3T vur 

HUT-TUUT?, 

'fte-TTR? 

*tri— mrrfr 
ftr.-xt^rrsi 
41 tut 
nnT-4hRi4l5 ufri? 
*m 1 1 —'f4*41 —ft $d I'll 
fafR I 

>41 Hsmsr iimmi 
imT-splWRT 
4n=£-43iTft 
«!Rl-ftmT-4R3TST 
ft ( 5 , 1 y . 

41 ^441 TTIT 
mJT-4tm4i 

ftnrr-^jTj fa?rc 1 

41 ■3^51 m. ^1 
41.-m41 ?p*#t$T 
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table 


S. Particulars of Election 

No. 

Number and Name 
of the Constituency 

Name and Address 

Reason of disqualification 

1. 2, 

3. 

4. 

5. 

1, General Election to Lok 
Sabha 1996 from Bihar 
State 

4-Gopalganj Bihar 

Sh, Keshav Prasad, 

Vill.+P.O. Circle 

ICateya, 

Distt. Gopalganj, 

Bihar. 

Failuro to lodge any account 
of election oxpenscs. 

2. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Gorakh Chaudhary, 

Vill. Lachhipur, 

P.O. Hussepur, 

P.S. Bhorey, 

Digit. Gopalganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

3. -do- 

-do- [ 

Sh. Niazmuddin Khan, 

Vill.+P.O. Sasamusa Circle, 

Kucha ikote, 

Distt. Gopalganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

4. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Balbhadra Patel, 

Vill. Bud has!, 

P.S. Mahamedpur, 

Distt. Gopalganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

5. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Roshan Hussain, 

Vill. Phatehpur, 

P.S. Mirganj, 

Distt. Gopalganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

6, -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Vighnudoo Sing, 

Vill. Jhajhwa, 

P.O. Pathra, 

Distt. Gopalganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

1. -do- 

9-Vaiuhali 

Sh. Amar Nath Patel, 

Vill. Misraulia, 

P.O. Deoria, 

Distt. Muzaifrapur, 

Bihar, 

-do* 

8 . -do 

do 

Sh. Umegh Prasad, 

Vill. Sahebganj, 

P.O. Karnaul, 

P. S. Sahebganj 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

do 

9. -do- 

9-VaiBhali 

Sh. Kishori Pd. Sah, 

Vill.+P.O. Goraul, 

P.S. Goraul, 

Distt. Vaishali, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

10. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Chandeshwar Pd. 

Singh, 

Vill. Roshanpnr. 

P.O. Panapur Kariyat, 

Kanti, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 





inror— 

muvmi 2s> 1997 1&ie 

4 5 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

11. General Election to Lok 

Sabha, 1996 from Bihar State. 

9-Vaishali Bihar. 

Sh. Narcndra Thakur, 

Vill.iiP.O. Jasauli, 

P.S. Kathaiya, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

Failure to lodge any account 
of Election Expenses. 

12 . -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Parshuram Ray, 

Vill. Harpur Juneda, 

P.O. Motipur, 

Via-Sunder Sarai, 

P.S. Motipur, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

13. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Balindra Singh 

Vill. Parmanandpur, 

P.O, Purkhauli, 

Distt. Vaishali, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

14. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Mahesh Mishra, 

Vill. Madhukar, 

Chhapra, 

P.O. Singar Fulkahan, 

Sine, P.S. Kanti, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

15. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Ravindra Singh, 

Vill. Mohan Chapra, 

P.O. Mushliari, 

P.S. Kathaiya, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar, 

-do- 

16. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Raj Kumar Singh, 

Vill, Ramchamtrapur, 

P.O. Naknampur, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

17. -do- 

-do! 

Sh. Rajoo Pd. Gupta, 

Vill. Manikpur, 

P.O. Saraiya. 

Factory. 

P.S. Saraiya. 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

IB. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Ram Janam Sahani, 

Vill. Asnagar, 

Vishunpur Ganga, 
llrf. P.O. Bakatpur, 

P.S. Kanti, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

19. -do! 

-do! 

Sh, Ramanand Anarya, 

Vill. Bari Yusufpur, 

P.O. Majipur, 

Distt. Vaishali, 

Bjhar. 

-So! 

20. -So- 

-do! 

Sh. Lakhindra Sahani, 

Vill. Lakhmi, 

Narayanpuri, 

Vilanpur, 

P.O, Manikpur, Pakari, 

Distt. Vaishali, 

-do- 

— 


Bihar. 
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5 

2 1. General Election to Lok 
Sabha, 1996, from Bihar 
State. 

9-Vaishali Bihar. 

Sh. Vidyarathi Sah, 

Vill. Gijas, 

P.O. Jaintpur, 

State Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar, 

Failure to lodge any 
account of Election 
Expenses. 

22 . -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Shankar Kishorc Chaudhary, 

Vill, Jadhua Barai, 

Tola, P.O. Hajipur, 

Ward No. 13, 

Distt. Vaishali, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

21 . -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Shambhu Sahni, 

Vill. Gijas, 

P.O- Jaintpur, 

State 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

24. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Shiv Shankar Singh Pathik, 

Vill. Dhanukhi, 

P.O. Ghataro, 

Distt. Vaishali, 

Biliar. 

-do- 

25. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sunil Ku. Singh. 

Vill. Jagdishpur, 

P.O. Jarang, 

P.S, <k Distt. Vaishali, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

26. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sunil Kumar Singh, 

Vill. Thikhan, 

Askari, 

P.O. Thikhan Vasudeo, 

P.S. Kathalya, 

Distt. Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

27. -do- 

20-Saharsa Bihar 

Sh. Dukha Sada, 

Ward No. 6, 

P.O. & Distt. Supaul, 

Bihar, 

-do- 

28. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Rash Bihari Mandal, 

Vill. & P.O. Barbara, 

P.S. Marauna, (Supaul), 

Bihar. 

-do- 

29. -do- 

25-Katihar Bihar 

Sh. Mithilesh Kumar Jha, 

Vill. Hari Prasad, 

Post Mansahi, 

Distt, Katihar. 

Bihar. 

-do- 

3 C. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Sarfraj Ahmad, 

Choudhri Mahalla, 

Katihar, 

Bihar, 

-do- 

31 . -do- 

-do- 

" amuna Bhagat, 

Deharia bagan, 

Post De'raria, 

Mills, 

Distt. Katihar 

Bihar. 

Failure to lodge any account 
of election Expr. in the manner 
required by law. 
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12. Geraal Election to Lok 
Sabha. 1996 from Bihar 
State 

26-Ra.imahal (ST) 

Sh. Karan Soren, 

S/o Bhaiya Soren, 

ViU. Kesrole, 

P.O. Pathna, 

Distt, Sahibganj, 

Bihar. 

Failure to lodge any account 
of election expenses. 

33. -do 

-do- 

Sh. Ngraysn Tudu, 

S/o Meghraw Tudu, 

Vill. MayurohOthi, 

P.O. Pathna, 

Distt, Sahibganj, 

Bihar. 

-do* 

34, -do 

-do- 

Sh. Raghav Soren 

S/o Kimat Soren, 

Vill. Achgawa, 

P.O. Bartalla, 

Distt. Sahibganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

36. -do. 


Sh. Shamuel Murmu, 

S/o Jitray Murmu, 

Vill. P.O. Phulbhanga, 

P.S. Bharhalt, 

Distt, Sahibganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

36. -do- 

•do- 

Sh. Shiv Murmu, 

S/o Matal Murmu, 

Vill.—Navadih, 

P.O. Littipara, 

Distt. Pakur, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

37. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Simon Sudhlr Malwa, 

S/o John Marshall Malwa, 

P.O. Patna, 

Distt. Sahibganj, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

38. -do- 

37-Buxar 

Sh. Krishna Kumar Mishra, 

Vill Kanjharua, 

Bihar. 

Failure to lodge any account 
of election Expenses in 
manner required by law. 

39. -do- 

37-Buxar Bihar 

Sh. Nasir Hussain, 

Vill.—P.O. 

Ashaparari, 

P.S. Simari, 

Disit. Buxar, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

40. -do- 

•do* 

Sh. Bohla Cboudhary, 

Vill,—P.O. Dfwan, 

Ke Barkagaon, 

Distt. Buxar, 

Bihar, 

-do- 

41. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Brham Dayal Singh, 

Vill. Rauni, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

42. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. Ranvijay Roy, 

Vill,—P.O. Jshwarpura, 

Bihar. 

-do- 

49 J GI/97—4 
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2 


3 
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43. General Election to the Lok 37-Buxar Bihar, 
Sabha, 1996 from Bihar State. 


Sh.Lakshman Singh, 
Vill.+P.O. Haradia, 
P.S. Jagdlshpur, 
Distt. Bhojpur, 
Bihar. 


44. -do- 


45. -do- 


46. -do- 


47. do- 


48. -do- 


-do- Sh. Vajisth Rai, 

VilLDhobahi, 

P.O, Banni, 

Bihar. 

-do- Sh. Munewar Singh, 

Vill. Dumaria, 
(Lahaiya) Bhumariya, 
Distt. Bhojpur, 

Bihar. 

-do- Sh, Vidya Sagar Tiwary, 

Ward No. 8, 

Nalband Toli, 

Distt, Buxar, j 
Bihar. 

-do- Sh. Shiv Nath Pandey, 

Vill. Pandeypur, 

P.O. Nimej, 

Distt. Burn, 

Bihar. 

-do- Sh. Kailasb Ram, 

Vill. Ramgarh, 

P.O. Mamrqjpur, 

P.S. Chenari, 

Distt. Rohtas, 

Bihar. 


49. -do- 


-do- Sh. Mohandra Ram, 

Vill. Pipradfh, Mahraon, 
P.S.+Distt. Rohtas, 
Bihar. 


50. -do- -do- Sh. Lakshman Paswan, 

Vill. Kashigawan, 

P.O. Banjaxi, 
P.S.+Distt. Rohtas, 
Bihar. 

51 . -do- -do- Sh, Sanehi Ram, 

Vill. Kocharbi, 

P.S, Bhabu, 

. Distt. Kaimur (Bbabua), 
Bihar. 


52. -do- 


45-Kodarma Sh. Chaturbhuj Na. Deo., 

Vill. Bahoriyadih, 

P.O. Gadinawdiha, 

Distt. Giridih. 


5 


Failure to lodge any account 
of Election Expenses in 
manner required by law. 


do- 


Failure to lodge any account 
of Election Expenses. 


-do- 


-do- 


Failure to lodge any account 
of Election Expenses. 


-do 


-do- 


Failure to lodge any account 
of Election Exps. in manuer 
regd. by law. 


Failure to lodge any account 
of Election Expenses. 


[No. 76/BR-HP/97] 

By Order 
LJE FARUQUI, Secy. 
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srrftg 

g£ 9 Spr, 1997 

trr. st. 122 .— m: fftgfag gTftg gg ggrsrrg m | ft ftft 8ft gTrft ftr wrg ( 2 ) ft ggr 

fftffttgR ftt'T TPTT ftST ggg 8ft fa^FT TFR7 % TTT9IT^ fftftgft % fft(T aftSTWSt ( 3 ) ft fftfftfftttf fggWg- 

ftg ft gw $ ( 4 ) ft ggfc ft 8ft fgfftfgR fagfag gsft grgr ftftg: Tntgft ftw sifftfftfeg wfsrfwg 

1951 g*tT TRfto ^nft srft fftrft JTTT wtfSfR TW grrft % TUPR (5) ft W[-ZTm gqft fftgfgg »lftf 8FT 

ftarr Jrrfer Trft ft srgqig t?t t srw gftfag ftfft ft gTfer grft ft mm t^t $; 

fttr m:, sw sr«rf«Tftf ft g«T8? ^g*TT far grft <tt ft sw smgg T % fftq; gr ft gftf wr 
smT grftgroT gft forr | ftk fftftgg snftg w ?g sttt g$ ggrs?Tg ft ggr $ % gg% qro gw 
STTrSWcTT % fftft gftw 8>TW 8T i ft (ft 4 gft &; 

SRT:, 5T5T, fftgfag snftftr gw ftsriftftg 8ft STITT 1 0-8> % TFjgrg ft ftft 8ft mrft % TflFg ( 4 ) ft 
fgfftfftg sgfagft vft ftgg % faft ft gw % gr fgft TTsg/ftr ttw ftg 8ft firm Tm srggr fftrrg 
gfrgg % ggrg ^ft sirft ftr ftft % fftft $g tnftg 8ft grCta ft ftg gg 8ft wFigisr % fftft fftrfftr 
gftfftg mm |; — 


grift 


fftgWg wfwrg 

ggifftr/fftwr ggT fgftgg 

*9f 8ft 

fgftgg gift gift w*gft w 
grgftk wr 

fftr^gr 8g wmr 

1 2 

3 , 

4 

5 

l. ftt8? g*rT % fftft gmiT^r 
fgftgg, 1996 


ft ftft8> gig,' gig g ftow ° 
Fgg fg^FTft, «ngT wrjc, 
Fsigr-gtfftg^:, gg*r 

fftgfgg «gft 8ft 8ftf ft 
ftgrr ?rf«ig 8rft ft sftw 
^ 1 

2 . -gft- 

1 4-gftnpjT: 

ft giftw^r wt, gig 
gftjw gig, gft.gr. 
fttTWTT, f^gT-srgrftt 

-gft- 

3. -gft- 

-8|ft- 

ftt gftggftftt ^fftrr, 
gftgRigg ftgfftgT, ft <si^ 

?Tg, tggT-gtfft’jr:, ggg 

-gft- 

4. -gft- 


ftt ffTRTf. gtg 

grrrgrft, ft.srr. 8?fft 
gFjgT, fw ggg 

-gft- 

s. gggfggRggr%fg^ 
gisurg ftftwr, 1996 

6-ftgrw^t 

«ft%. ^Fjfg?, gig^gftgjr:, 
gr^ 2 , ft,*TT. ^gvigy:, 
gigr-graT, fftgT-^grWt, 
ggg 

-g^- 

5. -gft- 

-*ft- 

>ft 8nftg g^tg ftn, 

I^Twftsr?g,grift, 3 , 
ft. srr, TRigr ftg, fggr— 
ggg 

-gft- 
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7. SS* f*arr* SST % fa* 


st fsmss s^sr. 

fssTss 3*91*T *Ti sft ssn 

SraTT* fs^Ws 1996 


st.st. tip- f*sT-4srWt, 
sss 

*t%s wr * sssi* 1 

8. -*#— 

-*£t- 

«ft stwi*r fss, st* *sf*s, 
st.srr. ssrft'js(sTST) srsr- 
stst, 1 — 

—*?r— 

9. -*#— 


■tft s$s shift 

IstWIstss, *r£ 4, 3, 
st.WT. TS*JT TTY 
fSST-fhriWt, sss 

—*Tfr— 

10. -m\~- 

-ski— 

'4\ st:** sri si* srrssrsrs 
ft.f. sI.st. sSsras 

STST'*!*!, f*ST—l/iT'fi u s'l ) 
SSS 

— sift— 

11. —Sift— 


*it *>i5tn:^r 
•Ersft rtr, *t* *. 9 , 

ST.S'J, S£.. ^fTTWrft, 
f*ST-$MT4><*#t, WSS 

—*?>— 

12. —*^t— 

—«#— 

Si ST** TTSfST, sfass 
f^STSi*;*^ l,*t. 

sist srm-farsr 
%qwrft, sss- 

—*$t— 

1 3. ——S^t— 

37-^fmncr'jst 

*tg$S*tft, SlfSTT 

st. S^nif, SSS 

—*?i- 

14. —Sift— 

39-*^** 

*r 5n?*?r stfr, sr* 
snwfisT qt. sifcstsHT, 
fw-mwtT, «s* 

—*?>— 

15. “*^f— 

41-SSTJftj* 

St ST$* Sift* *?**, ST* 
SSt. SSSf*, WS* 

“Sift— 

16. —S?T— 

42-STO®lT5jtft 

sft SSf, St* SSSTST 

CTSS, *tH. 4,91. 

WM, TTS* 

—stft— 

1 7. —Sift— 

66-fsSTFTS 

St StSTC *,1**1, si* 
STSft^lsft ^t.'ft.St. 
ssft'jsift, sncrartt, 

fsST-SKS, STS* 

— *?t— 

18. —Stft— 

— *$t— ■ 

»4t WIT ssft, si* SSSS, 

St. WtSTTT, f*ST-*nS, 

sss 

-- *tfr— 

19. — *#•-- 

— s£f — 

«ft f*?t* SWT, ST* 

^snrrft, sVr-rftsTHn:, 
*mr*ST*T?ftsTin7, 
f*ST-*RS, sss 

-- sift— 


[-TTT 11— ’d't 3 ! Ill)] 

MUdWTTvWrt SPT2B, 1997*mi?7,191& 
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20 KM ftftJET ^mr % 
’ITURUT 19 9 0 

6 7-TWTtt(ar.5lT ) 

«rV *rfavf 5TO affarwt 

RTMSYf ET’Yd 3TS rf, 2 
swEiT favrnrTRr 

STOTT 

fdVNpT 5Epfr W TTf Wr 
TTfaTI #' 3TFRT T? 

21 —— 

68-?5nTR fatTTd wtr 

«fV srrftR gtffr 

TTTO-^fRTTqr Tl^TtR 

RfRmTPT 3TRTT ^T^TferT 
fsTOT CI'U ’MtiH 

firftr 3RT -Ofa % 

tffaTO t tCRTW T? 

1 

1 

f 

1 

7 7-3$rer 

mtj5f -prisTUr 

imi 1 

fawr mfpTR *ra*T 

fTT^T^JT wprf «PT spft vft %^fr 
4R% *f WW 7% 

23 — 3?fr— 

— t?t — 

tutfO - , ti^rr 

mm 

frpT—784 179 

— T?T — 

24 - — 

109-fagtrfw 

RPETl TOTPTTff iff'PIT 

> 

dTO—-sT¥>7R 

qtwf’hrr, fW ^rafVR^T 

WT 

— -srjft— 

2 5 —Tjft— 

—JT«?t— 

«ftTtfiR®«FT UTO ifRTPT 
fpjffr rrorrN iwr 
smrjT f^RTf <TOR 

—«nft— 

2 7 —“ 

11 

t4t sforT TWltaT, 

IRTSR 

stuH^T, STO*! 

— fit — 

2 7 —— 

117-wr5>f?T 

'JRRTR JTT1T iflfPTfoTT 
tTk-OTHR, Rl^RRTrft 
faWT-foj[5$, m* 

—4^T- - 

28 —q<ft— 

— 

«ft fw, fdrr: 

^if^-TR^R, -] MT^^fl 'nTdli 

. -i. s.. . n _r__ __ 

4 TTq faTCTT , 

w 

— #•— 


[r. 7 6 /*ra*r/ 9 e] 
^.ar. 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 9th June, 1997 

O. N. 122.—Whereas, the Election Commission Is satisfied that each of the contesting candidate specified in column (4) of the 

Table below at the general elections to the Lok-Sabha and Legislative Assembly of Assam as specified in column (2) held from the consti¬ 
tuency specified in column (3) againts his name has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses/failed to lodge an account in the 
manner as-required by the Representation of the peopel Act, 1951 and Rules and Orders made thereunder as shown in column (5) 
of the taid Table; and 

Whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due notice and the Elec¬ 
tion Commission is thus satisfied that they have no good reason or any justification for the said failure; 
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Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby decides the persons specified in column 
(4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of the Parliament or of the Legis¬ 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the date of this order:— 

TABLE 


SI. Particulars of election 

No. 

No. & Name of 
constituency 

Name &, Address of contesting candidate 

Reason for disqualification 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. Goneral election to Lok-Sabha 9-Tezptir 

1996. Parliamentary 

constituency 

Sfhri Golok Nath, 

VilL Niz Bihagui i, 

P.O. Bihaguri, 

P.S, Tezpur, 

Dijt-scs. Sonitpur, 

Assam. 

Failed to lodge any account 
of election expenses. 

2. -do- 

14-Lakhimpur 

Parliamentary 

constituency. 

Shri Padmeswar Fhukan, 

Vili. Chamua Gaon, 

P.O. Jorkata, 

Dist. Dhemaji, Assam. 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri Jogamoni Chutia, 

Vilf. Napam Bcbejia, 

Bordol Bam, 

Dlstt. Lakhimpur, 

Assam. 

-do- 

4. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Hkanya Kr. Pegu, 

Vill. Dadabari, 

P.O. Kekuri Pamua, 

Dtet. Lakhimpur, Assam. 

-do- 

5. General election to Assam 
L*8W*M V « Assembly, 1996. 

6-Hnilsktadi 

Assembly 

constituency 

Shri K, Khaju Singh, 

Vill Sudarshanpur. 

Part-II, 

P.O. Sudarshanpur, 

P.S. Lola. Dist. Hailakandi, 

Assam. 

-do- 

6. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Khalil Udddin Mira, 

Hafekandi Town, Ward No. III. 

P.O- Ratanpur Road, 

Distt. Hailakandi, Assam. 

-do- 

7. -do- 

‘do- 

Shri Chitta Ranjan Chanda, 

Kachari Road, P.O. & P.S. and 

Distt. Hailakandi, Assam. 

-do- 

8. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Nilkanta Singha, 

Vill. Chengbil, P.O. Madaripur (Lala), 

P.S. Lala, Dist. Hailakandi, 

Assam. 

•do- 

9. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Sahab Uddin, Choudhury, 

Hailakandi Town, Ward No. Ill, 

P.O. Ratanpur Road, 

Dist. Hafiakandi, Assam. 

-do- 

10. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Sarjan Pandey. 
vm. Aeoakhal T.p.. 

P.O. Aennkh*!. P.S- I-ala, 

Distt. Hailakandi, Assam. 

-do- 

11. -do- 

Legislfttive Assembly, 1996. 

-do* 

Shri Yqgeswar Deb, 

Cachari Road, 

Ward No. IX- 

P.O. & P.S. Hailakandi, 

Distt. Hailakandi, 

Anam. 

-do- 
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12. General^Ioction to Assam 
Legislative Assembly, 1996. 


6-Hailakandi Shri Jadab Rajbhar, 

Assembly Paschim Klttarbond, 

Constituency, Part-I, P.O. Monachcrra, 

P.S. Lala, Dist. Hailakandi, 
Assam 


13. -do- 


14. -do- 


15. -do- 


16. -do- 


17. -do- 


18. -do- 


19. -do- 


20. ,do- 


37-Goalpara East 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Husssain All, 

Kharlra Manikpur, 

P.O. Krishnai, 

Assam. 

39-Jaleswar 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Shahjahan Ali, 

Vill. Badbadia, 

P.O. Fctengapara, 

Distt. Goalpara, 

Assam. 

41-Bhabanipur 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Mayen Uddin Ahmed, 
VIU. & P. Majgaon, 

Assam. 

42-Patacharkuchi 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Sailen Sarnia, 

Vill. Pathsala Town, 

Ward No. 4, P/O. Pathsala, 
Assam. 

66-Sipajhar 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Omar Famque, 

Vill. Santipulchuri, 

BPO Santipukhuri Sarbarl, 
Distt. Darrang, 

Assam. 

-do- 

Shri Karuna Medhi, 

Vill. Selpam, 

P.O. Dhekipara, 

Distt. Darrang, 

Astara. 

-do- 

Shri Jiten Barua, 

Vill. Buktabari, 

Mouza Sipajhar, 

P.O. & P.S. Sipajhar, 

Distt. Darrang, 

Assam. 

67-Mongaldoi (SC) 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Anil Das, 

Bogamukh, Mangaldoi Town, 
Ward No. 2, P.O. Mangaldoi, 
Distt. Darrang, 

Assam. 


21. -do- 


68-Dalgaon 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 


Shri Jakir Hussain, 

Vill. Burigaon, P.O. Ghansimalu, 
Via Kharupetia, Dist. Darrang, 
Assam. 


22. -do- 77-Behali Assembly Shri Madhab Upadhyaya, 

constituency. Gangmouthan, P.O. Gangmouthan, 

Dist. Sonitpur, 

Assam. 

23. -do- -do- Shri Sudarshan Kherwar, 

Bihmari Jarani, 

P.O. Bihmari, 

Dist, Sonitpur, 

Assam, Pin-784 179. 


5 . 


Failed to lodge any account 
of election Expenses. 


Failed to lodge the accoimi in 
the manner required by law. 


-do- 


Fallcd to lodge any account 
of election expenses. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


Failed to lodge the account in 
the manner required by law. 


-do- 


Falled to lodge any account of 
election expenses. 


-do- 
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24. General election to Assam 109-Bihpuria Smt. Padmawati Saikia, Failed to lodge any account of 


Legislative Assembly, 1996. 

Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Vill. Chutiakari, 

P.O. Moidamia, Dist. Lakhimpur, 
Assam. 

election expenses. 

25. -do- 

-do¬ 

Shri Robin Deka, 

Vill. Borigaon, 

Kachua Majgaon, 

P.O. Dhalpur, 

Dist. Lakhimpur, 

Assam. 

-clo- 

26. -do- 

ll O-Naoboicha 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Jiva Rajkhowa, 

Lathowpathar, 

P.O. Naboicha, 

Lakhimpur, 

Assam. 

-do- 

27. -do- 

117-Lahowal 
Assembly consti¬ 
tuency. 

Shri Punarara Das, 

Sanlpatia Gaon, 

P.O. Mohanbari, 

Dist. Dibrugarh, 

Assam. 

-do- 

28. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Brojesh Mishra, 

Niz Kanai Gaon, 

P.O. Nagaghuli Kanai Gaon, 

Lahowal, Dist, Dibrugarh, 

Assam. 

-do- 


[No. 76/AS/96] 

By Order, 
K. J. RAO, Secy. 
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